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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1,11, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hunt 
(U.S. Patent 6,084,581). 

Hunt teaches the receiving of a show rundown, wherein the show rundown is the 
plurality of selected story files (taught as the selected and ordered video segments of col. 1-2, 
lines 65-67, 1). Hunt then converts the show rundown into broadcast instructions that, when 
executed, enable transmitting one or more commands to control a plurality of production 
devices (taught as the creation of a customized video product, or show, on one or more video 
recorders, which are inherently graphics devices, at col. 3, lines 32-39). Thus, Hunt has been 
shown to demonstrate means for such a method, and at col. 3, lines 43-45 describes computer 
readable program code for implementing such a method. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt and Lebling 
et al (U.S. Patent 6,141,007), hereinafter Lebling. 

Hunt has been shown to teach the receiving of a show rundown, wherein the show 
rundown is the plurality of selected story files (taught as the selected and ordered video 
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segments of col. 1-2, lines 65-67, 1). Hunt then converts the show rundown into broadcast 
instructions that, when executed, enable transmitting one or more commands to control a 
plurality of production devices (taught as the creation of a customized video product, or show, 
on one or more video recorders, which are inherently graphics devices, at col. 3, lines 32-39). 

However, Hunt fails to explicitly teach the receiving of a story file that includes a script or 
graphic effects, and converting the story file into broadcast instructions suited to display a script 
on teleprompting means, or to integrate graphic effects with associated story video. 

Lebling teaches an interface for manipulating selected news stories and data files, 
similar to that of Hunt. Furthermore, Lebling teaches a script mode suitable for displaying text 
relevant to a story file on a teleprompter, taught at col. 1 1 , lines 17-25. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Lebling before him at the time the invention was made to modify the 
method of creating individually customized videos of Hunt to include the script displaying ability 
of Lebling in order to obtain customized news videos with related story text. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of displaying 
wire stories or user-entered story input on screen. See Lebling, col. 11, lines 10-12. 

Claims 3-6, 8, 12, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hunt and Kenny (U.S. Patent 6,437,802). 

In regards to claims 3, 12, and 14, Hunt has been shown supra to teach the production 
of a show in a video production environment having at least one processing unit in 
communications with a plurality of video production devices that receives a show rundown made 
up of a plurality of news stories (video segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file 
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server). Hunt teaches to convert the show rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed 
on an automated video production system by the creation of a video product on a portable video 
storage medium (col. 3, lines 35-36). 

However, Hunt does not explicitly teach the monitoring of inter-file activity and 
synchronizing of the show rundown with the broadcast instructions. 

Kenny teaches monitoring the inter-file activity and synchronizing the show rundown with 
the broadcast instructions where the monitoring of inter-file activity is the checking of received 
commands to determine their nature (col. 4, lines 6-7), and the synchronizing of the show 
rundown and the broadcast instructions is the immediate reception of an incomplete schedule 
that begins executing while later events in the play list are still being processed (col. 3, lines 28- 
38). It is inherent that in order for Kenny to receive changes to the instructions in real time 
synchronization of events is required. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the video product creation process with the inter-file activity monitoring and 
command interleaving of Kenny in order to obtain a video production environment that produces 
a show through the selection and maintenance of video segments in a play list (show rundown), 
converts the play list into broadcast instructions, and monitors inter-file activity and synchronizes 
the play list with the broadcast instructions. 

One would be motivated to utilize such a combination, as a video production 
environment with immediate airplay of video segments, the ability to edit the play list in real 
time, and the performing of play list operations during and after the loading of the play list and 
its segments would have been obtained. See Kenny, col. 1, lines 45-61. 
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In regards to claims 4, 5 and 8, Hunt has been shown supra to teach the production of a 
show in a video production environment having at least one processing unit in communications 
with a plurality of video production devices that receives a show rundown made up of a plurality 
of news stories (video segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file server). Hunt 
teaches to convert the show rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed on an 
automated video production system by the creation of a video product on a portable video 
storage medium (col. 3, lines 35-36). Hunt and Kenny have been shown supra to monitor inter- 
file activity (Kenny, col. 4, lines 6-7) and synchronize the show rundown with the broadcast 
instructions (Kenny, col. 3, lines 28-38). 

The difference between Hunt and the claim is that Hunt fails to explicitly disclose the 
periodical polling of the show rundown to detect inter-file modifications and update the 
broadcast instructions with the inter-file modifications to implement synchronization. 

Kenny teaches a "throttler" for the interleaving of play list loads and edits present in a 
broadcast automation system that is similar to Hunt's system for creating a customized video 
product. Kenny discloses "Fill" and "Drain" methods for accepting editing commands and 
executing the commands (col. 3, lines 53-59). The "Drain" method detects editing commands at 
a specified time interval (col. 4, lines 33-37). The "Drain" function delivers the commands to the 
broadcast automation system while maintaining the synchronization of tasks (col. 3, lines 54- 
59). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Kenny before him at the time of the invention, to modify the system of 
customized video products of Hunt to include the synchronization system for an automated 
broadcast of Kenny to obtain a system capable of creating a customized video product wherein 
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editing commands can be entered, read, and processed while allowing the program to function 
uninterrupted. 

One would be motivated to utilize such a combination, as a video production 
environment with immediate airplay of video segments, the ability to edit the play list in real 
time, and the performing of play list operations during and after the loading of the play list and 
its segments would have been obtained. See Kenny, col. 1, lines 45-61. 

In regards to claim 6, Hunt has been shown supra to teach the production of a show in a 
video production environment having at least one processing unit in communications with a 
plurality of video production devices that receives a show rundown made up of a plurality of 
news stories (video segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file server). Hunt teaches 
to convert the show rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed on an automated video 
production system by the creation of a video product on a portable video storage medium (col. 
3, lines 35-36). Hunt and Kenny have been shown supra to monitor inter-file activity (Kenny, 
col. 4, lines 6-7), synchronize the show rundown with the broadcast instructions (Kenny, col. 3, 
lines 28-38), detect inter-file modifications through polling (Kenny, col. 4, lines 33-37), and 
update broadcast instructions with the modifications (Kenny, col. 3, lines 54-59). 

The difference between Hunt and the claim is that Hunt does not explicitly teach to 
update only an unexecuted portion of the broadcast instructions upon detection of an inter-file 
modification. 

Kenny teaches a "throttler" for the interleaving of play list loads and edits present in a 
broadcast automation system that is similar to Hunt's system for creating a customized video 
product. Kenny also discloses a method by which commands that are nearer to a specified 
completion time are pushed ahead to the top of a priority queue (coL 4, lines 36-38). In this way 
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Kenny allows for the immediate update of all commands relating to unexecuted broadcast 
instructions. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Kenny before him at the time of the invention, to modify the system of 
customized video products of Hunt to include the synchronization system for an automated 
broadcast of Kenny where unexecuted portions of the broadcast instructions are updated to 
obtain a system capable of creating a customized video product wherein editing commands are 
updated for unexecuted portions of a broadcast instruction list. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination because completing edit 
operations for unexecuted instructions allows for the removal of unnecessary edits. See Kenny, 
col. 1, lines 48-50. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt and Kenny 
as applied to claims 3-6, 8, 12, and 14 above, and further in view of Tao et al (U.S. Patent 
6,441,832), hereinafter Tao. 

Hunt and Kenny have been shown supra to teach the production of a show in a video 
production environment having at least one processing unit in communications with a plurality of 
video production devices that receives a show rundown made up of a plurality of news stories 
(video segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file server). Hunt teaches to convert 
the show rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed on an automated video production 
system by the creation of a video product on a portable video storage medium (Hunt, col. 3, 
lines 35-36). The two also monitor inter-file activity (Kenny, col. 4, lines 6-7), synchronize the 
show rundown with the broadcast instructions (Kenny, col. 3, lines 28-38), detect inter-file 
modifications through polling (Kenny, col. 4, lines 33-37), and update broadcast instructions with 
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the modifications (Kenny, col. 3, lines 54-59). Hunt and Kenny combine to teach the update of 
an unexecuted portion of the broadcast instructions (Kenny, col. 4, lines 36-38). 

The difference between the claim and the teachings of Hunt and Kenny is the claims 
recite the tailoring of the broadcast instructions to not exceed a specified time, not explicitly 
taught by Hunt and Kenny. 

Tao teaches the production, modification, and deletion of a play list of video and audio 
files similar to the system for creating a customized video product of Hunt and the broadcast 
automation system that the "throttler" of Kenny operates on. Tao further teaches the adjustment 
of broadcast instructions through the use of a "browse" button that outputs a selected play list 
for a predetermined period of time (col. 12, lines 15-17). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt, Kenny, and Tao at the time of the invention, to modify the synchronized 
custom video product apparatus from the combination of Hunt and Kenny to include the 
predetermined execution time of Tao to obtain a custom video production apparatus with 
synchronized event updating where the broadcast instructions are executed for only a 
predetermined time. 

One would be motivated to make such a modification for the advantage of strict output 
length control for enhanced management of clips. See Tao, col. 1, lines 17-23. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt and Tao. 

Hunt has been shown supra to teach the production of a show in a video production 
environment having at least one processing unit in communications with a plurality of video 
production devices that receives a show rundown made up of a plurality of news stories (video 
segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file server). Hunt teaches to convert the show 
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rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed on an automated video production system 
by the creation of a video product on a portable video storage medium (col. 3, lines 35-36). 

The difference between the Hunt reference and the claim is that Hunt does not explicitly 
disclose a broadcast element file used to link a group of video production commands to each 
story file. 

Tao teaches the production, modification, and deletion of a play list of video and audio 
files similar to the system for creating a customized video product of Hunt. Furthermore, Tao 
discloses the ability to create several play list files, while retaining the ability to edit each one in 
real time (cols. 15-16, lines 60-67, 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt and Tao before him at the time of the invention, to modify the created show of 
Hunt by utilizing the multiple play lists of Tao to obtain a show where each individual video file 
has its own sets of commands controlled by a play list. 

One would have been motivated to make such a combination because of the ease of 
use obtained by working with each story file individually. Each play list file can be composed in 
any general order, and played back later in an order more conducive to the user's liking. See 
Tao, col. 16, lines 2-6. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt and Tao 
as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Petelycky et al (U.S. Patent 6,204,840), 
hereinafter Petelycky. 

Hunt has been shown supra to teach the production of a show in a video production 
environment having at least one processing unit in communications with a plurality of video 
production devices that receives a show rundown made up of a plurality of news stories (video 
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segments) selected from a story bin (a video data file server). Hunt teaches to convert the show 
rundown into broadcast instructions to be executed on an automated video production system 
by the creation of a video product on a portable video storage medium (col. 3, lines 35-36). 
Furthermore, Tao disclose the ability to create several play list files, while retaining the ability to 
edit each one in real time (cols. 15-16, lines 60-67, 1). 

Hunt and Tao do not explicitly teach to populate the broadcast instructions with icons 
that execute associated broadcast instructions when activated. 

Petelycky discloses a method for arranging and ordering media, similar to Hunt's video 
production environment, where the media is represented iconically. In addition, Petelycky 
teaches icons formatted to instruct the system to execute video production commands when 
activated (cols. 11-12, lines 65-67, 1-3), and associating the icons with a broadcast element file 
(col. 5, lines 31-40). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of Hunt, Tao, and Petelycky before him at the time of the invention, to modify the 
video production environment with a plurality of story files of Hunt and Tao to include the video 
production icons of Petelycky, in order to obtain a video production environment composed of 
several story files, each composed of video production commands associated with a broadcast 
element file, wherein broadcast instructions are represented iconically in the video production 
environment and in the broadcast element file. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination because of the nature of icons and 
iconic clues to be more quickly and easily identifiable than text, and the ability to easily 
manipulate icons in a graphical user interface. See Petelycky, col. 12, lines 4-7. 
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Due to the state of the claims, the objection to claims 2 and 12 for containing the 
trademark TELEPROMPTER has been withdrawn. Furthermore, the rejection of claim 2 under 
35 U.S.C. 112 has been withdrawn for similar reasoning. 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 9-10, filed 5 May 2004, with respect to the rejection of 
claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. 102 has been fully considered and is persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Hunt and Lebling, under 35 U.S.C. 103. 

Applicant's arguments filed 5 May 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant contends that Hunt fails to teach "producing a show", and that Hunt is 
"directed to 'post-production 1 activity instead of 'production' activity". However, Hunt at col. 1 , 
lines 22-25, describes the prior art the invention improves upon, wherein "a user requests on or 
more [video] programs and the headend unit delivers the programs over a communications 
medium for live viewing by the user on a television screen or display monitor". As this 
description encompasses Applicant's claimed "show", such arguments are considered moot. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (703) 305-5914. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (703) 308-31 16. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Michael Roswell 
8/03/2004 
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PWMARY EXAMINER 



